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SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES

Appendix 1

Scope

This mandated study will assess the performance of the Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction (OSPI) in meeting its constitutional and legislatively mandated duties.

Objectives™*

Describe the roles and responsibilities relative to other state public education agencies and
other educational service entities.

Review how OSPI over time has utilized its resources to meet constitutional, state and federal
mandates, and assess the efficiency of the OSPI’s use of resources.

Examine the extent to which OSPI programs duplicate or overlap with other public agency’s
programs.

Compare the nature and cost of OSPI functions with functions provided by central education
agencies in other states.

Determine the extent to which state education agency functions have been privatized or pro-
vided locally in other states.

Compare Washington State’s receipt of federal education funds with other states and review
OSPT’s role in securing and disbursing those funds.

Review selected OSPI regulations, and the rule making process.

Determine the extent to which OSPI has developed program objectives in response to the
mandate of the Performance Based Government Act of 1993, and assess OSPI’s perfor-
mance and effectiveness against the program objectives, and against their constitu-
tional and legislatively mandated mission.

Assess the extent to which OSPTI’s customers are satisfied with its services, and whether
service to OSPI customers could be improved.

Identify areas for further legislative study.

* To the extent that data and criteria are available to address these objectives.
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AGENCY RESPONSES

Appendix 2

- Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction
- State Board of Education
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BLE:  Performance Audic—Preliminary Bepart

We have received the pertormance zudit preliminary repoit periaming W the Cilice of
Sueperintendent o+f Public lnstruction as preparcd by staft of the Legislanve Budget
Commicee ‘LBC). Attached is the agency response to staff recomrmendanons which [
understand will ke included io e fnal cepoct.

[0 responding, ] want to exaress to vou and members of the LBC our appreciation for the
manner i which the audit was conducted. While audits and externail reviews can gf Wmes
& ardueous or unsettling for those under the microscope. LHC staff were professional in
avery way--clcar in purpose, thorough, and courreons as chey interacted with statt.

The resulbong report. [ heileve, 3% compeehensive and, 11 mast cases. weil stated. You wall
note we either coneur or partially coneur with all recommendadons.

Again, my appreciation to LBC sl for the service they pmvided to our agancy and the
state. 1 look forward to discussing with vou io Tanwary the final repoer and what acrinns
aur agency is prepared to take as a resull of it.

Thank vou for vour interest in ecacanion.
Sincers|y,
w1
- -.‘.. . .
Judith A Billings
State Superintencent

of Public Ipswuerion

JAR:h
Enclosurs
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Rernmpendation 1 Copcur. "We aal] raview mission and duties of the 2gency
ard seek recorumendations [r MIpEOYEMENTS W Key
cesromers. We will meview mles and cesponsibilinies an
herards and commissions and seex 10 redece or alininate
paricipaticn i desmed ugnecessary. Howevar, 1o many
coges, membesshin is crideai o the ablity of other
organtzatiens (a5 welf a5 GEPT) to conduact theor business
and coaréinate plaos $o ag o redoes doglication and
imrprove effiviencies,

Recommendation 2 Concur. "We are cwrently considenng converong at leasy
one aosition o Washington Manacement Service (WS
and wiil eoasider canmverung ather professional staff into
the WS where spproprise.

Hecommendotion 3 Coocur. Chwer the past two bienniza, doe o manciated urg
impaosed on the wweney, we delioemishy reduced upoer
tnanagement positions and reorganized speralional unils.
With federal budaet cues looming, we cxpecs to [£-455E55
Agency sperabans and vse of personrned cncz the masmimde
of cueg 25 koo, A thal time, we wiil carefully concider
the LRC scatf recoonmendanion,

Hecommendation 4 Partially coneur. Curtently, the deputy superintendent
must approve all diseretionary expenditres for eqmpment,
oo f-sTale traved apd personal service contracts. and owr
Iscal office carefully tracks all such expendimres. Tlnas,
spending 15 very centralized and controlled. We have not
used a cenmalized prionty-sctting process. believing thar
eesuece dilocaton for the above items can best be
determiped by line managers swho knew their progrems and
needs. Criteria and guidelines 2averning discretionary
purchasing will be reviewed and modified to improve
atficiencics.

Hecommendation 5 Coneur. ¥ost of the recommendations .y curmsnll»
unckemway ind have been for some time. We will pursue
thesse issues 18 pASOUrCES PETTILL.

SUTHTH A SILLINGS « QLD CAPITON ALTLING » PO WO 47200 = CLTMPTA Wa SR04 200
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Recommecudation & Concur. We will pursue these 1ssues as fime and resources
permit
Recommendation 7 Coneur. bost of the recommendanons are currently

underway and have been for some time. Some are already
in place. We wiil pursue these Issucs as resourves petrrut.

Recommendarion § Coneur,

Recommendation 9 (State Board Respiose)

Recommendation 10 Coneur. The wnnng of these is currently underway.
Recommendation 11 Cogeur,

Recommendation 12 Concur. The ctirtenr system is ten vears old and would

bencht fom meview.

-

JUOIIE A BILLIWGS « OLD CAPTTOL BUTLDING « PO BOX 47200 « OLYMPTA W4 S35M-T20)
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Providing leadersip, supporl, and gdvoacacy srv ilar eackh stedent ochigves suecass ir schpod and life

Crecamber 21, 1385

iy [ . L l.-‘.‘ "'.
Cheryle A. Broom -
Legislative Auditor I I
Legislative Budget Committee =L 27 "
P.Q. Box 40910 BUI"-'-_'i' e
Oiympia, Washington A/504-0814 W LI

Daar Ms. Broom:

Thank you for the invitation o raspond to the preliminary performance audit
report of the Cffice of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, and specifically
thosa recommendatisng which directly or indirectly relate to the State Board of

Education.

REC, # AGENTY PORITION COMMENTS

Ta Cancur. Wea will wark with the Slate
Superintendent's Office ta pursue this
iS5Ue a8 resgurcas parmit.

A Canecur, Wea will wark with the State
Superintendant toward improving
existing processes for infarming the
ESDs of changas in procedures, forms
ar requirements for protessional
cortification.

9 Cangcur.

11 Cancur,

Again, on behalf of Mr. Gary Gainer, President of the State Board of Education, |
appreciate the appartunity o share the Board's perspective and thoughts.

Sincerely,

S

Larmy Dawvis, Execulive Director
Stale Board of Educalian

Surp s Prevadent = Cand v Cur, Wice Poesxdom » Mllaed Baoles, Prsi Prasicenc = Jueak Buliogs. Chied Exceuliee QMR
Farhlggn Apborsom = Engang Majeg by = Foscra “Bobne” Mas « Harry faserer « Wory Schweracfezee = Husl Suppior = Laan Tlompsen

Larry Davis. Erotcutiee Darcclor = (36010 153-0015 « TOD 5600 G64-3631 = BAX (R 356-2337
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FEDERAL FUNDING BY STATE

Appendix Three

Ranking of Federal Funds Per Pupil by State, 1992

Total Total Tot. Student | Fed. Funds | Fed. Revenues as
Rank | State | Federal Revenues 1992 Budget Mem bership | per Student % of total
1| AK 128,612,346 1,120,969,863 118,680 | $ 1,084 11.5%
2| DC 66,508,000 711,172,000 80,618 | $ 825 9.4%
3| MS 289,301,788 1,700,420,095 504,127 | $ 574 17.0%
4| NM 169,616,149 1,368,013,169 308,667 | $ 550 12.4%
5| ND 59,909,383 531,596,272 118,376 | $ 506 11.3%
6| SD 61,985,547 552,887,349 131,576 | § 471 11.2%
7 ™MT 72,483,217 636,432,844 155,779 | $ 465 11.4%
8| KY 296,572,584 2,939,351,294 646,024 | $ 459 10.1%
9| LA 363,957,804 3,377,064,315 794,128 | $ 458 10.8%
10| NY 1,210,480,812 | 21,518,045,381 2,643,993 | § 458 5.6%
11| DE 46,143,858 608,014,608 102,196 | $ 452 7.6%
12[ AR 197,914,625 1,824,621,361 438,518 | § 451 10.8%
13| AL 322,576,345 2,823,340,272 722,004 | $ 447 11.4%
14| AZ 284,615,317 3,076,810,004 656,980 | § 433 9.3%
15| HI 75,310,156 1,000,848,030 174,747 | $ 431 7.5%
16| SC 262,739,523 2,883,361,945 627,470 | § 419 9.1%
17| FL 788,419,601 10,810,521,925 1,932,131 | $ 408 7.3%
18| WV 129,762,839 1,715,554,090 320,249 | $ 405 7.6%
19| CA 2,027,474,127 | 26,868,216,313 5,107,145 | $ 397 7.5%
20| NJ 436,023,932 10,523,001,657 1,109,796 | § 393 4.1%
21| PA 664,767,038 | 11,557,238,101 1,692,797 | $ 393 5.8%
22| TN 324,252,125 3,093,742,894 833,651 | $ 389 10.5%
23| Rl 53,653,363 896,056,333 142,144 | $ 377 6.0%
24| Ml 599,076,188 9,639,801,402 1,593,561 [ $ 376 6.2%
25| OR 183,784,141 2,823,168,707 498,614 | $ 369 6.5%
26| IL 680,350,888 9,959,661,307 1,848,166 | $ 368 6.8%
27| MA 296,701,933 5,621,629,239 846,155 | $ 351 5.3%
28| GA 409,741,267 5,332,427,984 1,177,569 | § 348 7.7%
29| ME 73,875,735 1,246,797,997 216,400 [ $ 341 5.9%
30| VT 32,761,416 645,751,356 97,137 [ $ 337 5.1%
31| NE 93,705,447 1,493,935,431 279,552 [ $ 335
$ 332

5,067,118,187 |

$

35[TX 1,120,399,624 | 16,822,422,579 3,464,371 | § 323
36| OH 571,415,683 9,725,613,226 1,783,767 | $ 320
37| VA 322,155,967 5,560,450,903 1,016,204 | $ 317
38| Wy 31,762,119 550,788,786 102,074 | $ 311
39/ 1D 69,859,389 861,949,178 225,680 | $ 310
40| MO 258,032,192 4,032,605,190 842,965 | $ 306
41[IN 272,354,794 5,121,135,565 956,988 | $ 285
42[KS 123,564,010 2,141,718,593 445,390 | § 277
43[1A 132,717,808 2,485,618,970 491,363 | § 270
44 Wi 216,430,109 | 4,966,199,773 814,671 S 266
45/ CT 126,225,135 3,891,217,045 481,050 | $ 262
46| MN 200,852,808 |  4,382,879,851 773,571 8 260
47| Cco 152,090,207 3,057,130,293 593,030 | $ 256
48[ UT 106,068,511 1,527,561,328 456,430 | $ 232
49 NV 46,957,459 1,122,853,151 211,810 | § 222
50| OK 117,059,743 2,491,838,814 588,263 | $ 199
51| NH 31,098,321 1,015,186,759 177,138 | $ 176

Average 303,790,781 4,578,489, 518 824,449| § 368

Source:

OSPI and census data
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Federal Revenue Per Student (1)
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Selected States
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CONGRESSIONAL EDUCATION
FUNDING PROPOSALS

Appendix Four

Impact to Washington State

Congressional proposals:

As of November 14, 1995, Congress is debating the future of education funding. Many of their
proposals will reduce funding for education funding while other proposals include consolidation or
block granting to the states of federal education programs. In general, under the House and Senate
proposals, federal education funding to OSPI may be reduced 14% and 6.3% respectively. Most
programs are being reduced by 18%. Highlights of the Congressional proposals include elimina-
tion of Goals 2000 and significant reductions in bilingual education and safe and drug free schools.
The following table summarizes the general cuts or block grant proposals for each of the major
OSPI federally funded areas.

Estimated Impact of Federal Budget Reductions
for Education Programs

Percentage Reduction OSP/ Dollar Reduction

Program House Senate Federal Rev. House Senate
Regular Education

Impact Aid -21.50% -7.00% 28,819,471 -6,187,687 -2,017,363

Other programs -18.00% -18.00% 4,011,016 -721,983 -721,983
Handicapped Education -5.00% 3.00% 37,401,033 -1,870,052 1,122,031
Vocational Education [1] -31.00% -9.00% 6,982,996 -2,164,729 -628,470
Compensatory Education

Remedial Title 1 -17.00% -10.00% 90,572,825 -15,397,380 -9,057,282

Bilingual -73.00% -21.50% 2,386,202 -1,741,927 -513,033

Other -18.00% -18.00% 11,621,230 -2,091,821 -2,091,821
Other Education

Block Grant -25.00% -8.10% 7,490,289 -1,872,572 -606,713

Math Science -25.00% -8.10% 1,770,038 -442.,510 -143,373

Safe and Drug Free Schools -59.00% -57.00% 3,262,064 -1,924,618 -1,859,376

Other -18.00% -18.00% 9,489,671 -1,708,141 -1,708,141
Non Education Services -18.00% -18.00% 538,380 -96,908 -96,908
Child Nutrition Services[2] -5.30% 0.00% 85,607,833 -4,502,972 -
Goals 2000 -100.00% -17.10% 12,500,000 -12,500,000 -2,137,500
Total [3] -14.00% -6.30% 289,953,048 -40,723,300 -18,322,432

[1] Based upon H.R. 1617 and S. 143
[2] Based upon H.R. 4 and S. 1120
[3]1 All reductions, except those specifically noted, are based upon H.R. 2127
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FTE COMPARISON: TEXAS VS.
WASHINGTON EDUCATION

AGENCIES
Appendix Five

Texas Education Agency vs. Washington OSP/
Based on Texas Education Agency Organization Structure

Note: There are considerable differences between Washington and Texas in terms of the
number of school districts and pupil enrollment.

Texas Washington

Number of School Districts 1,051 296
Enrollment (FY 1992) 3,464,371 869,327
Texas WA Comments

Commissioner of Education-
Commissioner's Office, Budget,

Accounting, Human Services 170 40
Field Services 16
Curriculum & Assessment 99 32
Texas has teacher competency
Professional Development 109 18 |testing
Programs and Instruction 283 84

Accountability-Accreditation &

Investigations 99 6
School Support Services Appears to include work done by
377 85 |the state auditor inWA
Texas purchases textbooks for

districts
WA has contracted data processing

Grand Total 1,152 265
Source: Texas Comptroller's 1993 Audit of the Texas

Education Agency. The alignment of Washington staff

into the organization structure of Texas is illustrative.
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